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Some of the statements to which the general rule of nonresponsibility for commendatory language has been applied are: 

e “best price” claims! 

e representations as to the advantages of a purchase’ 

e statements as to the status of a particular product in comparison with competitor’s products, or as an innovation in the 
industry’ 

e a statement that consumers will receive “all the advantages that only the nation’s largest wireless company can provide”* 

e statements regarding computer software or hardware to the effect that the use of the product will improve business 
operations or profitability’ or keep the consumer “up to date” 

e statements that the product is of the “highest quality”’ or is “mechanically fine, 
shape’’® 

e statements by a broker’s agent as to the advantages of consigning merchandise to the broker for sale’ 

e representations made by the seller of a business or agency to the buyer concerning the agency’s goodwill and good 
customer relations! 
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mechanically sound,” and in “good 


Observation: 


Purported misrepresentations that are conclusory may be deemed to constitute mere puffery where they are contradicted by the 


written agreement between the parties." 
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